SUMMARY Data on the incomes of families with a severely disable child were obtained by replicating the Family Expenditure Survey. These data were compared with income data from a control group of families with children, drawn from the FES for the same period. The participation rates, hours, and earnings of the women with a disabled child were all found to be substantially lower than those of women in the control group, differences between the samples increasing with the age of the youngest child. The earnings of men with a disabled child were also lower than those of men in the control group, though differences were more pronounced among non-manual workers. Loss of parental earnings was not made good by social security benefits paid on account of disablement. In general the incomes of the families with a disabled child were lower than those of the control families, the magnitude of the differences increasing with family income and the age of the youngest child. Nevertheless, one group of families with a disabled child-manual workers whose youngest child was under 5-had slightly higher incomes than similar families in the control group.
It is intuitively plausible that illness or disablement in a child may affect the family's economic functioning, both by altering the employment patterns and earnings of parents and by creating special demands on the family's income. Children with disabilities are more likely to need the continual presence of a parent-for care and supervision and for contact with hospitals, schools, and other health and welfare agencies. Moreover transport, housing, clothing, and diet may be more expensive for children with disabilities.
Families with a disabled child themselves claim, almost invariably, that such financial consequences follow from the condition.' Some uncertainty has remained, however, as to whether these intuitively plausible financial effects do generally occur and as to their magnitude. Most previous studies have found both women's and men's employment patterns to be adversely affected by disablement in a child," but a recent analysis of data from the 1974 General Household Survey (GHS) by Piachaud et al cast considerable doubt on the hypothesis that disablement in a child is typically associated with loss of parental earnings.5
That analysis did not find "a clear-cut dramatic effect on parents' paid work and incomes." Indeed, in larger families, moderate or severe disablement was associated with higher participation rates and hours of work among women.
This continuing uncertainty, and the weight that attaches to the findings of Piachaud et al,' despite their study ' As well as directly affecting earnings, the shorter hours worked by women with a disabled child can indirectly affect their employment conditions and earnings potential. Restriction to part time working is likely to lead to lower hourly rates of pay, worse career prospects, and less job security."2 This study found that when the youngest child in the family was 11 years or over, 14 7% of the women with a disabled child who were in paid employment worked full time, as against 42.7% of the women in the control.
Women's participation in the labour force is known to be strongly influenced by the age of their youngest child; those with preschool children are much less likely to be in paid employment, and participation rates accelerate as children grow older.13 Table 1 shows that, whatever the age of their youngest child, more women in the control group were in paid employment. These women were working more hours and earning more than employed women with a disabled child. Differences in employment patterns between the two groups increased considerably, however, with the age of their youngest child. Differences between them were most pronounced when the youngest child in the family was 11 years or over, when 86-4% of the women in the FES control group, as against 44 0% of the women with a disabled child, were in paid employment. At this stage the women in the control group worked on average eight hours a week more than the women with a disabled child. Their average weekly earnings were £16.30 higher.
Piachaud et al in their analysis found some evidence that for families with a disabled child, women's labour force participation increased with family size, there being no evidence of such a relationship for other General Household Survey families.5 The present study provided only limited support for this finding, though since it was restricted to families with three or fewer children the figures are not directly comparable. Slightly more of those families with a disabled child and two other children had women in paid employment than families with fewer children. The difference, however, was small. Clearly, the labour force participation of this sample of women with disabled children was very different from that of women in the FES control.
MEN S PAID WORK AND EARNINGS
It is intrinsically more difficult to predict the effect of disablement in a child'on men's employment. It could be hypothesised that men with a disabled child would seek to increase their earnings to compensate for the loss or reduction of women's earnings and possibly also to meet any extra expenses arising from disablement. An alternative hypothesis is also possible. Several aspects of disablement in a child may restrict men's earning capacity. Some children may be too dependent or difficult for one person to cope with unaided. Some men may choose to sacrifice career prospects to become more involved in the child's upbringing; others may find promotion delayed because they are unwilling to move away from special medical or educational facilities or from supportive family or neighbourhood networks.
To test these hypotheses we would ideally wish to compare the earnings of men with a disabled child with those we would expect of a man of the same age and qualifications without a disabled child. Ideally, too, the earnings data would allow both regular and intermittent earnings loss to be identified. Unfortunately, the present study did not collect information on the educational attainment of the men with a disabled child, which is of critical importance in predicting earnings.14 It was not possible, therefore, to estimate the longer term effect of the child's disablement on these men's earnings, careers, or occupational choices. The occupational structures of the two samples differed, the families with a disabled child having a higher proportion of manual workers. In the absence, however, of reliable information on the general population of children with disabilities we cannot know whether these differences in occupational structure reflect class differences in the incidence of disablement, effects of disablement on men's careers, or bias in the sampling frame. Consequently the comparisons that follow relate only to the participation rates of the men in the two samples and to their normal hours and earnings in their current employment. To control for the samples' different occupational structures, data are Sally Baldwin, Christine Godfrey, and Frances Staden presented separately for non-manual and manual workers and for individual occupation groups (table  2) . There was little difference in participation rates. The largest difference occurred among unskilled manual workers, the participation rates of the men with a disabled child and the men in the control being 76-2% and 90.0% respectively. The numbers of men involved were, however, small.
Data on hours worked including regular overtime are more meaningful for manual than non-manual work, where the hours formally required by the job need not be a reliable indication of hours actually worked. Only among unskilled manual workers was it true that the men with a disabled child worked fewer hours than their FES counterparts. The hours worked by skilled manual men with a disabled child were virtually the same as those of similar men in the control. Semiskilled manual workers with a disabled child worked on average 1 9 hours a week more. This difference not in itself large, is interestingly linked with a lower average earnings figure for this group relative to FES men in similar occupations.
In general the earnings of manual workers with a disabled child were similar to those of manual workers in the control group; non-manual workers with a disabled child earned on average £18.00 a week less than their FES counterparts. This general pattern was not consistent when the earnings of men in individual occupation groups were considered. Among the non-manual workers the earnings of the men with disabled children were lower than those of men in the control group in all but one occupation group. The largest difference observed was between administrative and managerial workers, where the average earnings of the men with a disabled child Not all the families with a disabled child received this theoretical maximum. Table 3 shows that only about a quarter of families received the full £21.00. About a third received only the lower rate of attendance allowance, then worth £9.30 a week, while 4-3% received nothing at all in disability benefits.
Where any disability benefit was received there appeared to be no clear relationship between the amount received and the severity of disablement.* As table 3 shows, children who received no disability benefits were considerably less disabled than the rest of the sample taken together. There was not, however, a pronounced difference in the severity of disablement of children receiving no disability benefits and those receiving lower rate attendance and mobility allowances. Mobility allowance appeared to be a source of inequity among the most severely disabled children. Children severely disabled enough to qualify for the higher rate of attendance allowance received £7 a week less than those who, though no more severely disabled, were eligible for mobility allowance in addition to their attendance allowances.
It should be emphasised that the purpose of these benefits is not to compensate for loss of parental earnings but to help with the special expenses arising from disablement. Mobility allowance was designed to help with the higher transport costs of people unable to walk. The purpose of attendance allowance is less clear but it is probably meant to compensate generally for the costs of disablement. In the analysis of family incomes presented below, both benefits ' Information was collected on the presence and severity of disability in relation to 11 key functions: mobility, use of hands, sight, hearing, speech, continence, mental ability, fits, (hyper)activity, susceptibility to trauma, and the presence of severe pain. On each of these, children were assessed as unaffected, moderately or severely disabled, and scores of 0, 1, and 2 were assigned as appropriate. Each child's overall disability "score" was the sum of the individual disability ratings. Table 4 shows, for both samples, gross family income (income from all sources before the deduction of tax and national insurance) and its sources. Large differences existed between these two samples in the proportions of income derived from earnings and social security transfers. For both nonmanual and manual families with a disabled child, earnings formed a much smaller, and social security transfers a much larger, proportion of income than for the equivalent FES groups.
Table 4 also shows that the effect of the child's disablement on family incomes differed for nonmanual and manual families. The average gross income of the non-manual families with a disabled child was £15.50 a week less than that of FES nonSally Baldwin, Christine Godfrey, and Frances Staden manual families; that of manual families £4.30 a week more. When the distributions of gross family incomes were compared the incomes of the manual families were found to be similar in range. The income distribution of the non-manual families with a disabled child was very different from that of the FES non-manual families, being more compressed and having a much smaller proportion of families in the highest income ranges. Overall, then, these average family income figures suggested that when disability benefits were included in income the poorer, manual, families with a disabled child had slightly higher incomes than similar control families. The more prosperous, non-manual, families with a disabled child were substantially worse off than their FES peers and much less likely to achieve the highest incomes found among this group. In view of the pronounced differences found in relation to women's employment patterns at different stages of the family life cycle, families' gross incomes were examined to see whether the differences in average incomes shown in table 4 concealed similar life cycle differences in family incomes.
The figure, which shows gross family income by the age of the youngest child, confirms the existence of life cycle differences in the incomes of the families with and without a disabled child and further highlights differences between the families with disabled children and the FES control. For both nonmanual and manual control families the lower quartile, median, and upper quartile of gross incomes rise with the age of the youngest child. This pattern is not exhibited by the families with a disabled child. Among non-manual families with a disabled child 
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Earned contribution there is virtually no progression in family incomes as children grow up. Indeed, the median income of the families whose children are all 11 or over is lower than that of families whose youngest child is under 5. Differences between these families' incomes and those of non-manual families in the control are large and increase dramatically as children grow up-from a difference of £11-00 a week in average family income when the youngest child in the family is under 5 years to a difference of £46-40 a week when the youngest child is 11 or over.
Among manual families differences in family incomes are smaller and the life cycle effect less obvious. It emerges clearly from the figure, however, that the financial "advantage" of manual families with a disabled child is confined to families whose youngest child is under 5. As is well known from research on poverty, the absence of women's earnings when children are very young means that such families have a high probability of being very poor."6 The relatively higher incomes of the manual families with disabled children at this stage are due, presumably, to the payment of attendance allowances from the age of 2.
INCOMES RELATIVE TO NEED
The standard of living afforded by a given level of income depends on the number and ages of the people it has to support. To control for differences in the number and ages of children in our two samples, 
